
many realists (including Waltz and Mearsheimer) advo-
cated. Instead, they maintained forward troop deploy-
ments and established the maintenance of American
preponderance beyond challenge as the central aim of their
grand strategies (pp. 114–27).

“Limited liability”—a desire to limit costs of inter-
national commitments far more than most realist theories
would predict—serves as the second filter in U.S. strategic
adjustment. These two cultural legacies—liberal interna-
tionalism and limited liability—contradict each other and
occasionally produce dysfunctional patterns in U.S. grand
strategy. For example, in 1947–50, the Truman adminis-
tration sought to contain the USSR, while simultaneously
limiting defense budgets to $45 billion per annum to mol-
lify congressional Republicans. In the 1990s, the Clinton
administration repeatedly threatened force to halt ethnic
civil wars in Bosnia and Kosovo and to restore the demo-
cratically elected Haitian president Jean-Bertrand Aristide
to power. However, after the failed 1993 Somalia inter-
vention, the administration was highly sensitive to mili-
tary casualties. Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic and
the Haitian military junta repeatedly called the United
States’ bluff. As Dueck writes, “The result was a series of
half-hearted interventions, which only served to reinforce
the impressions that Americans were unwilling to sustain
any significant costs on behalf of their role in the world”
(p. 138). Finally, the current Bush administration embarked
upon a grandiose project to remake the Middle East in
America’s image “on the cheap” and now finds itself mired
in an Iraqi civil war.

Realists have long lamented the periodic tendency of
the United States to embark upon ideological crusades
abroad. Dueck’s Reluctant Crusaders goes some way in pro-
viding a causal explanation for such anomalous, and at
times, self-defeating, strategic behavior.

The Samaritan’s Dilemma: The Political Economy of
Development Aid. By Clark C. Gibson, Krister Andersson, Elinor
Ostrom, and Sujai Shivakumar. New York: Oxford University Press, 2005.
288p. $99.00 cloth, $35.00 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707070685

— Inge Kaul, Director, Office of Development Studies
at the United Nations

The authors of this book start from the premise that
there is something “wrong with development aid” (p. 3).
They point to a number of studies that were conducted
in the 1990s and found little consonance between for-
eign aid levels and changes in macrolevel indicators like
economic growth and poverty reduction in recipient devel-
oping countries. Their aim is to explore the “perverse
incentives” within the current aid system that militate
against aid’s success.

Accordingly, the book examines the aid delivery pro-
cess “from the home offices of the donor agency to the

recipients in the field” (p. 4). This process is perceived as
a web of strategic relations among the various actor groups
involved, whose incentives to contribute to foreign aid
are assumed—and empirically shown—to depend on a
wide gamut of factors, ranging from personal concerns
and career ambitions to organizational and contractual
arrangements.

Half of this 320-page book is devoted to an elabora-
tion of the terms and concepts that form the building
blocks of the authors’ analytical framework. The nonex-
pert reader thus receives a useful introduction to an under-
standing of public goods, collective action problems,
principle-agent issues, information asymmetries, and insti-
tutional economics, as well as various aspects of foreign
aid and international cooperation. The other half of the
book discusses the findings of the archival research, inter-
views, and field studies undertaken for the purposes of
this study.

Since the book emanates from consultancy work that
the authors undertook on behalf of the Swedish Inter-
national Development Agency (SIDA), the empirical data
pertain primarily to SIDA. However, as they argue (and as
is immediately obvious to anyone familiar with the reality
of aid), many findings also apply to other aid agencies,
bilateral as well as multilateral. In fact, the findings may
even apply more generally to most any institutional con-
text. They also lack novelty. Many management studies
have identified the same or similar issues before, often,
however, without the extensive theoretical discussion pre-
sented in the present book.

To illustrate, a key finding is that SIDA does not place
sufficient emphasis on learning from past experience (p. 132
ff.). Another finding points to the fact that SIDA’s con-
tractors apparently have an incentive to please the agency
(p. 160ff.), no doubt in the hope, which they might share
with many of the world’s consultants, that this “pays”—in
terms of keeping them in the “good books” of the contract-
issuing agency.

Other findings of the study raise basic conceptual issues,
including the one that led to the book’s title, The Samaritan
Dilemma (see especially Chapters 9 and 10). Like Samari-
tans, aid donors are said to want to assist the poor. Thus, if
aid recipients fail in both taking full ownership of the project
and sustaining its results (the two conditions that the authors
see as critical for aid effectiveness), donors confront the
dilemma that they nevertheless have to continue aid pro-
vision. By canceling aid, they would deprive themselves of
an opportunity to do “good,” and thus experience a decrease
in utility. However, this “story line” raises two questions.

One, is the lack of enthusiasm for project ownership on
the part of the recipients necessarily due to the fact that
they recognize the Samaritan in the donors? As the authors
note, much of foreign aid is donor- or supply-driven.
Donors not only want to do good but they often also
assume that they know what is good for the recipient
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poor. So an alternative reason for weak developing-
country ownership of aid projects could also be that the
preferences of donors and recipients do not overlap but
differ. Moreover, development assistance tends to undergo
rather rapid changes in “thematic fashions.” Thus, it could,
also for this reason, be rational—rather than perverse—
for the recipients not to become overly enthusiastic about
projects, because aid priorities may shift again and new
emphases might wipe away past efforts and results.

Donors’ Samaritan attitudes are no doubt important.
But they need to be queried more rigorously. For it would
be important for a full understanding of aid (in)effective-
ness to know why donors are so “addicted” to providing
aid. Raising the second question, then, could it be that
foreign-aid giving generates for donors more than just a
“warm glow”? Is it a tool for exerting policy conditionality
and promoting national self-interest? Are the donors “pure”
Samaritans?

While many of the problems identified in the book no
doubt adversely affect aid, the question is how much of
aid’s (in)effectiveness they do explain: more than 90% or
perhaps only 1%? Considering the major countervailing
macro forces against which foreign aid and the develop-
ment of developing countries have had to succeed in recent
decades (ranging from conflict and war to excessive finan-
cial volatility, a not-always-favorable international trade
regime, mounting communicable-disease burdens, and
environmental degradation), a reasonable conjecture could
be that the answer is the latter: only a small part.

The present book deserves credit for highlighting the
role of incentives in explaining aid effectiveness. But it
also serves as a useful reminder that our understanding of
the development assistance system is as yet quite limited—
despite more than six decades of foreign aid.

A key topic for follow-up research might be the point
that the authors of this book raise in their conclusion:
Would a stronger voice of developing countries in shaping
development assistance priorities help improve aid effec-
tiveness? In fact, until the 1980s, the responsibility for
determining aid priorities usually rested with developing
countries. It was an integral part of national policymaking
sovereignty. So an additional issue for follow-up research
might be: Why did the international community move
away from this demand-driven approach and choose a
supply-driven aid strategy—with all its predictable prob-
lems of country ownership and sustainability?

For reasons of fairness it should perhaps be noted
here that Sweden ranks very well on the Commitment to
Development Index, notably in terms of aid (see http://
www.cgdev.org/section/initiatives/_active/cdi/_country/
sweden/). So the findings of the present book may apply
not only to SIDA but perhaps even more so to other
donors. This, however, would not distract anything from
the earlier argument that the major problems of aid (in)ef-
fectiveness may lie elsewhere.

The Ideological Origins of Great Power Politics,
1789–1989. By Mark L. Haas. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
2005. 250p. $39.95.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707070697

— Steven B. Redd, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

Realists argue that state behavior is predicated on the dis-
tribution of power in the international system. Specifi-
cally, states attempt to acquire, maintain, exercise, and
balance power in response to the same behavior expected
of other states in the system. In this book, Mark L. Haas
offers a compelling argument for thinking beyond power
variables and considering the independent effects of ide-
ology on leaders’ foreign policy decisions. The main thrust
of his thesis is that the greater the ideological distance
between decision makers of different states, the greater the
likelihood that they will view each other as threats to
domestic power and international security. Conversely, the
greater the ideological affinity between states’ leaders, the
greater the likelihood that they will see each other as mutu-
ally supportive of one another’s interests and, therefore, as
less threatening. Decision makers’ conflictual or accom-
modative foreign policies, then, are a function of threat
perception caused by ideological distance. The book begins
with the explication of the theoretical argument and then
applies the theory to five different historical case studies.
Haas concludes with policy implications and prescrip-
tions for current and future international politics gener-
ally, and U.S. foreign policy specifically.

Haas identifies three causal mechanisms that link
ideological differences among state leaders with threat
perception and subsequent foreign policy choices: 1)
the demonstration-effects mechanism, 2) the conflict-
probability mechanism, and 3) the communications mech-
anism. The demonstration-effects mechanism states that
leaders witness changes occurring in other states and that
the increasing ideological distance induces a fear of sub-
version within the domestic polity. The conflict-probability
mechanism is grounded in social identity theory and pos-
its that conflict is more likely when leaders identify ideo-
logical outgroups in other states that may pose a threat to
their international security. The communications mecha-
nism asserts that ideological rivals are prone to miscom-
munication and misperception, thereby increasing the
likelihood of conflict.

For Haas, it follows that the “degree of ideological sim-
ilarities among leaders across states” is an important inde-
pendent variable (p. 31). Ideological beliefs of decision
makers are defined in terms of their primary economic,
domestic, political, and social goals. These conceptual vari-
ables are operationalized by examining regime types, polit-
ical economy systems, and the extent of civil rights. The
dependent variable is the leaders’ perceptions of threat
and the resultant foreign policy strategies, for example,
alliances, threats or use of force, defense spending, and so

| |

�

�

�

Book Reviews | International Relations

212 Perspectives on Politics

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592707070685 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592707070685

